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REMARKS 

The present Amendment is in response to the Office Action having a mailing date of July 
30, 2003. Claims 1 and 3-12 are pending in the present Application. Applicant has amended 
claims 1, 7, 1 1 and 12. Consequently, claims 1 and 3-12 remain pending in the present Application. 

Applicant has amended claim 1 to correct typographical errors. Applicant respectfully 
submits that the amendments to claim 1 do not narrow the scope of claim 1 . Applicant has 
amended claims 7, 1 1, and 12 to harmonize these claims with claim 1 . In particular, Applicant has 
amended claims 7, 1 1, and 12 to ensure that the first, second and third clasps of these claims 
correspond to the first, second, and third clasps of claims 1-6. Applicant respectfully submits that 
these amendments to claims 7, 1 1, and 12 do not narrow the scope of these claims. Applicant has 
also amended claims 7 and 12 to harmonize these claims with claim 1 and recite that the first and 
second clasps allow interchangeability of the jewelry strand(s). Applicant respectfully submits that 
these amendments do not introduce new matter. 

In the above-identified Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1 and 3-12 under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. In claim 1, the 
Examiner cited two phrases containing errors. With respect to claims 7-12, the Examiner 
considered these claims confusing because the first, second, and third clasps of claims 7-12 did not 
correspond to the first, second, and third clasps, respectively, of claims 1 and 2-6. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's rejection. Applicant has amended claim 1 
to correct the errors to which the Examiner objected. In addition, Applicant has amended claims 7, 
11, and 12 to harmonize these claims with claim 1. In particular, Applicant has amended claims 7, 
11, and 12 to ensure that the relationships between the first, second, and third clasps correspond to 

5 


Attorney Docket: 1966P 

the relationships recited in claim 1. Claims 1 and 3-12 are, therefore, clear and definite. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner's rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
second paragraph has been addressed. 

In the above-identified Office Action, the Examiner also rejected claims 1 and 2-12 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 2, 416,034 (Weed). In so doing, the 
Examiner cited items 16, 17, 25, and chain between items 16 and 17 of Weed as corresponding to 
the recited first clasp, second clasp, third clasp, and the plurality of links. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's rejection. Claim 1 recites a jewelry 
closure system include a first clasp, a second clasp, a third clasp and a plurality of links. The links 
are coupled to the first clasp, while the second and third clasps are coupled. The first and second 
clasp attach to different ends of at least one jewelry strand and allow for "interchangeability" of the 
at least one jewelry strand. The third clasp is for attaching to the plurality of links. Claims 7 and 12 
recite analogous method claims. For example, claim 7 recites a method for providing a closure for 
customizing jewelry including at least one jewelry strand. The method recited in claims coupling 
a reusable first clasp with a plurality of links. The first clasp is for attaching to a first side of the 
at least one jewelry strand. The method also includes coupling a reusable second clasp with a 
third clasp. The second clasp attaches to a second side of the jewelry strand(s). The third clasp 
attaches to the plurality of links. The first clasp and the second clasp allow for interchangeability 
of the jewelry strand(s). Similarly, claim 12 recites a method for using a closure for customizing 
jewelry. The jewelry includes at least one jewelry strand. The closure includes a first clasp, a 
second clasp, and a third clasp. The first and second clasps are reusable. The second clasp is 
coupled to the third clasp, while the first clasp is also coupled to a plurality of links. The method 
of claim 12 includes attaching the first clasp to a first side of the jewelry strand(s) and attaching 

6 


Attorney Docket: 1966P 

the second clasp to a second side of the jewelry strand(s). The method recited in claim 12 also 
includes the step of attaching the third clasp to the plurality of links. Thus, the first clasp and the 
second clasp for allow for interchangeability of the at least one jewelry strand. 

The closure system and methods recited in claims 1, 7, and 12 thus recite the use of three 
clasps. For example, one embodiment of such a closure system is depicted in Figure 1 of the 
present application. The first clasp, such as clasp 106 is coupled to a plurality of links 110. The 
second clasp 102 is coupled with the third clasp 104. The first clasp 106 and second clasp 102 can 
be coupled to one or more jewelry strands 1 1 6. The third clasp 1 04 couples to the plurality of links 
1 10. Because of the recited method and closure system, a user can easily customize the jewelry 
pieces formed using the jewelry strand(s). Because the third clasp 104 can attach to multiple points 
on the links 1 1 0, the length of the jewelry piece formed using the jewelry strand(s) can be 
customized, instead of being limited to a single length determined only by the length of the jewelry 
strand(s). Specification, page 7, lines 6-9. Moreover, as recited in independent claims 1, 7, and 12, 
the first clasp 106 and the second clasp 102 are reusable and thus allow for the interchangeability of 
the jewelry strand(s). Consequently, the jewelry strand(s) coupled to the closure system can 
change. This feature allows the color, number, length, and arrangement of the jewelry strand(s) 
used to be varied. Specification, page 7, lines 9-12. Consequently, a user can customize many 
attributes of the jewelry pieces formed using the closure system and methods recited in claims 1 , 7, 
and 12. 

In contrast, Weed fails to teach or suggest a closure system or method including the recited 
combination of the first, second, and third clasps in conjunction with a plurality of links. In 
particular, Weed fails to teach or suggest the recited use of first and second reusable clasps which 
allow interchangeability of the jewelry strand(s) in conjunction with a plurality of links in 
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conjunction with a third clasp coupled to the second clasp and for attaching to the links. Weed uses 
two "guides" 16, and 17 to simulate a block having a rotary pulley. Weed, col. 1, line 55-col. 2, 
line 3. When used in conjunction with a slidable member 26, the guides 16 and 17 of Weed allow 
the length of the open loop portion (between clasp 13, rings 1 1 and 12, guides 16 and 17, and 
slidable member 26) of the necklace of Weed to be adjusted in length. See Fig. 1 of Weed. 
However, in order to actually place the necklace around the wearer's neck, the spring ring 13 is 
used as a clasp to detach from the ends 14 and 15. Weed, col. 1, lines 50-55. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees that the guides 16 and 17 correspond to the first and second 
clasps, respectively. The first and second clasps recited in claims 1, 7, and 12 are "reusable" and 
allow for "interchangeability" of the jewelry strand(s) coupled to the clasps. Applicant can find no 
indication in Weed that the guides 16 and 17 are reusable or allow for the jewelry strand(s) to be 
interchanged. Instead, on one side, the chain slides through guides 16, 17, and 26. On the other 
side, the links 10 and 15 appear to be fixedly attached to the rings 1 1 and 12 that are also fixed to 
the guides 16 and 17. The only clasp of Weed that appears to be reusable or could conceivably 
allow for strands to be interchanged is the spring ring 13. However, even with the presence of the 
spring ring 13, there is not a first and a second clasp which are reusable and allow for jewelry 
strands to be interchanged in Weed. Furthermore, even though the chain may make an S-shape as it 
slides through the guides 16 and 17, this does not make the guides 16 and 17 S-clasps. In an S- 
clasp, it is the clasp itself that is shaped as an S rather than the jewelry strand(s) help by the clasp. 
See Fig. 2A items 102', 104', and 106' and page 8, lines 2-5. Thus, an S-clasp is a clasp that can 
hold rings of jewelry strands in the curves of the S, as depicted in Figure 2A. The guides 16 and 17 
of Weed do not function in this manner. Thus, the guides 16 and 17 of Weed do not correspond to 
S-clasps. Consequently, Weed fails to teach or suggest the recited first and second clasps which are 
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reusable and allow for the jewelry strands to be interchanged. Weed, therefore, does not teach or 
suggest the closure system and methods recited in claims 1, 7, and 12. 

Furthermore, Applicant notes that the Examiner has likened the portion of the necklace of 
Weed between guides 16 and 17 and closed using the ring 13 to the recited at least one jewelry 
strand. Applicant respectfully submits that this analogy is inapposite. The portion of the 
necklace of Weed corresponds to the back and includes the closure 13. As used in the 
specification, the jewelry strand(s) are decorative and thus may be desired to have varying color, 
number, and length. Specification, page 7, lines 4-6. Consequently, the jewelry strand(s) 
correspond to the bottom portion of the necklace of Weed, the portion including sections 31,32, 
and 33. Analogous arguments can be made for portions of Weed cited as corresponding to the 
plurality of links. Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner's citation of these 
portions of Weed fail to teach or suggest the recited jewelry strand and plurality of links. Thus, 
for the above-identified reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 1, 7, and 12 are 
allowable over the cited references. 

Claims 3-6 and 8-11 depend upon independent claims 1 and 7, respectively. Consequently, 
the arguments herein apply with full force to claims 3-6 and 8-11. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits that claims 3-6 and 8-11 are allowable over the cited references. 
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Applicant's attorney believes that this application is in condition for allowance. Should 
any unresolved issues remain, Examiner is invited to call Applicant's attorney at the telephone 
number indicated below. 

Respectfully submitted, 


SAWYER LAW GROUP LLP 


December 3. 2003 



Reg. No. 40,095 
(650) 493-4540 
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